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Dear Hal: 

I'm enclosing a recent article in the S.F. Chronicle on 
Posner written by Jerry Carroll, a columnist who has a daily 
feature in the paper. It is quite apparent that POsner gave 
Carroll the "snow job" during the interview and from the 
article you can see that Carroll really has nothing but a 
superficial knbwledge of the whole case. Carroll makes ref- 
erences to straw men that Posner was only to happy to pro- 
vide. He knew what he was doing. 

Since I don't know Carroll it is very possible that 
the interview was conducted on 9/29/93 at the Green Apple 
book store in S.F. I was present as were both Paul Hoch and 
Dr. Gary Aguilar and we heard him (Posner) discuss his book. 
Channel 4 TV and their top newscaster, Pete Wilson, showed up 
and must've interviewed him but I never got the chance to see 
what they put (fcn the news that night. 

During the question period all three of us got to ask 
Posner a question or two. Aguilar faulted Posner for misusing 
Dr. Hartogs "clinical" evaluation of Oswald when he was a 
truant and erring child. I then asked Posner about Oswald's 
possible government connections and why he so easily dismissed 
this in his book. I pointed to the Oswald "slip" when he was 
on WDSU in August, 1963 and I asked him why he ignored men- 
tion of the "crypto" revelation both discussed in your book, 
"Oswald in New Orleans". I then asked him how come that when 
he put his bibliography together after mentioning that you had 
written _6_ books on the JFK case he only included 5 books and 
left out "Oswald in N.O." To the latter question lie replied 
that he only put in his bibliography those beeoks he actually 
used or referred to. I answered him that I was extremely puz- 
zled by his response because I noted that he (Posner) had made 
negative comments f Oswald's transposition of numbers as 
addresses when Oswald was in New Orleans and that you had dis- 
cussed this in your book, " Oswald in N.O." I had caught him, 
in my opinion, off guard and he never really answered the ques- 
tion. 

When I pressed Posner on Oswald's possible links to a 
gov't agency I asked him if he were familiar with some reports 
that Oswald could have ties with ONI or another agency (I did 
not specify CIA) . He said he was familiar with this and -tgUffH 
asked why, then, hadn't he at least contacted the ONI to find 
out if there were any merit to these allegations. To establish 
a record is how I put it. His answer to this was that it would 
not do any good - that that agency most likely would not give 
him any answers and that, in any event, the record would most 
likely be "destroyed". To which I promptly retorted, that is 



exactly what did happen. I mentioned in passing that any good 

n” S a” POr “ nt t0 establls » » recora and Jm s °L S^ariy 

Aguilar tried to engage Posner on the question of Hio 

and P ° Sner PUt »»"“« l " ?h* va °y dff^cult 
p sition of saying that the photos and X-rays were altered or 

tha^it^made^no'dif f erence HSi **££1 £* FT™* ** 8ayinff 
: P . evidence " as Posner freguently referred to it Phnwab 

then^could^f int^a Very ,^ es P onsible medical people and non^of 
uld find any evidence of tampering ot alteration of fho 

n«'s S de*^ C ; n * 9ull »f ' ? «»l" j.tlfled? Th"ugh"„t Pos! 

counterarguments ' ,osl “°" hl = wife »as laughing at Aguilar's 

Prior to Posner's discussion of his book Pam +l n pb in 
Po^eThe^”^ r S!IUllar ‘° hl ” ! ^ «'=i hands with 

me of vou ?!?a^n d w ° h K yeS C 1 knOW ° f you * Dave Per ^y has told 
me of you and also Weisberg has mentioned you. I was not certain 

you Lament that / e had read letters 1 had written to you or if 
you had mentioned my name when he stayed with you. 

bim if£ tSr thS b ? ok discus sion was over I went up to him and asked 
him if he were going to be at the Dallas November 1993^1^^ k d 
panelist (since I had heard that he was to Ippear'oi a^ane? 
titled "Case Closed", and that Dave Lifton Sas one o? ?he 
that^he^w ’ij 6 , bold me he wasn't really sure and then said 

wSuld "qlna ud" o ag m S t0 app ° ar on a panel "here the panelists 

S tt,!t m p lm ' ® om ®thing like 9-to-one against and I 

who I would suaae^t V f Unlikely to happen. Posner then asked me 

panel more ev^n t ?” the panel with him to make the 

even ! 1 suggested Jim Moore and he said, no, he'd 

"made errors". (And I recall that he made use of Jim Soore in 

his book no less!). When he rejected that suggestion Tsaid 

firmer^ no Da ^ ld 1 B ® 1 1 in and his response was even quicker (and 
irmer)- no, absolutely not! This latter response coniured un 

ill^l in<r 0 at Posner may bave had relationship withWfl* 

sour went on th r. he may not have wanted known and that something 

on my oaO Eut Tf 6 t m - ° f C ° UrSS this is just a gut reaction 
Pocnc P . ' true, may go a long way in explaining the 

Posner scenario and motivation behind his book and other efforts. 
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^ • ere . eavin 9 the book store. When she was asked if they 
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the ev^TtEaE a mEE? e thought that was intriguing about 

waE Em . gb W3S When Aguilar had asked Posner how he 

reEch him ?o? n EE rVleW HU ? eS When ° ther researc hers were unable to 
wobleS fEEt E Y COm r? tS at all> Posner said that there was no 
called him JUS Po ° ked up Humes name in the phone book and 

Aauilar^roni It was as simple as that! To whichfe very incredulous 
9 lar replied, anazimg, can you give me (Aguilar) his phone 



number. I don't know if Aguilar did, in fact, get this 

number but the whole thing suggested that if Posner were able to « 

speak wrth Humes it had to be pre-arranged. I, tSo^ tint it ? 

Posner°claims % ^ Cal1 COUld accompli sil vha£ 
this poiit ne ’ 1 think he should be pressed on 

Before closing there are a few thinqs I'll mention 

Fai/maa 11 ^ Y °“ S *° Uld kn ° W ° f them * First is that Vanity 
Fair magazine in its November, 1993 issue will have Y 

This^nn^ h 7 Mar * ta Lorenz * It may well be ghost-written. 
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too")° n T do (Wi11 thiS inClUde 311 her fantasies 

pubi k h L' ZL hA • t ° ne Paid Marita or the book 

^uess is that the publisher is Thunder 
Mountain Press, the same one that did Lane's book. 

. 0 „ Gas Russo is supposed to have an article in an upcoming 

That^ n f fa r S er S whlch is a "reply" to an Epstein piece. 

That shouid be Atlantic Monthly", not Harper's when I 
checked my notes. Have you seen it? 

The latest word on the "Frontline" TV show on 
Oswaid is that it will be aired on Nov. 16. That show 

thaJ h?® ™ real b ard on Oswald and claim, like Posner, 

that he was a very disturbed, unbalanced, and unhinqed 

assinaM conclusion is that Oswald was £art of the ass- 
^ to which involved the mob or underworld that some- 
how worked withhim. Peter Dale Scott says that Frontline 

EmbtJZZ°Z ' 1 a , a Vlde !^ that When 0swald came into the Soviet 
to ?orci£?v r S ° ? Wlth 3 l0ad6d gUn and that Embassy had 
aun Se?e T hlS . gan from him ' I wou ld assume that the 

gun here refers to a pistol but I am uncertain if the 
visit refers to Mexico City or Moscow. 

Wpp , Mary Eerrell told me on the phone that the Russian, 

to h p ® renko ' . called up the Dallas Symposium and asked O 

aareed ^"t ^ Intelligence Panel. The^mposiZ 

agreed to have him appear. I believe he wasTSne tb* 

who handled the Oswald case while Oswald was in the Soviet 
* h™; f 1 f^frcher told me that he is also coming out with 
a book but I know little else. Have you heard this? 

can't L 3 ^ 11 h ? Ve had no reply from Failure Analysis. You and I 4 

ca?i t 4 -^ thS ° n i Y ° neS t0 Whom the y' v e not replied. I will 
call them up and ask them to explain. 

Tom O.M 1 ? 3117 !! 1 Want t0 tel1 you about the ex-FBI agent, 

Tom 0 Maley^ whom I called on S/30/93 . if you'll recall 

iS the blstin 9 of agents you provided me (DL 89-43). 

on ll/22/fi3 en ai t>! th £ f?th f l*or , 1114 Commerce Street, Dallas 
11/22/63. Although tha document indicates that he "saw 

1m® pa r ade " he denied that this was so. He did say that he 
^heard" the shots. He said it "sounded like a f?Lcracker". 

lilt =1 l f - hS pe f sonal l y knev a uy of the agents in that 
list and kept in contact with them and he said yes he did. 

Will^rlff 1 stat e d he knew Shanklin, Hosty, Barrett, Gemberling, 
aa a £ ' Bookhout ' Jack ' "Buck" Revill and a name I 

ifm! because Peter Dale Scott cites him in his new book, 

James Gale, whom 0'Maley called" Jimmy" . 

I asked 0'Maley if he knew whether or not that it was 



he^afS f^f Calle \ S !? a i! kl i n the time of Oswald's arrest and 
he said that was what he believed, too. In fact without 

my saying it O'Maley pointed out to me that Barrett was present 
at the arrest of Oswald. I then asked O'Maley if it were true 
frw^ rrett and Hosty. were in the same subversive unit section 
(checking up and/or working with informants) and he said 
this could not be the case because Hosty was assigned with 
"security whereas Barrett was described as being a "coier 
agen . At that point I didn't ask him to explain the dif- 
ference between the two. Would youj<now? 

t v T hf°ughout the conversation O'Maley kept saying that 
I should contact Gemberling for more information. Apparently 
he knew that Gemberling is back in the case handling queries. 

He told me I could reach Gemberling through the "Ben Nix 
Associates " in Arlington, Texas. 

I then asked CMale^ about the story a researcher told 
me which was told him by O'Maley. Was there any truth to the 
story that Oswald was an FBI informant? O’Maley explained it 
this way: a file was opened up on him (Oswald) but he supplied 
no information of any importance so the file was tagpfc closed. 

It was not clear to me, however, if O'Maley meant that Oswald 
had, indeed, given information to the FBI but it was con- 
sidered useless or with little value. I didn't press 

0 Maley further on this point since I didn't want to endanger 
my being able to talk with him in the future. 

I then asked him if he knew about the phone conversation 
between Hoover and Shanklin and he said that Hoover was very 
upset with Shanklin for dragging its heels and not coming up 
with anything. ^ 

I then asked O'Maley about Ruby since he had drafted a 
report on how Ruby got into the Dallas police basement and 
shot. O swaid. O'Maley said the report was by him and agint 

Albert, whose first name he did not mention. I checked 
the listing you gave me and there jys an Albert listed 
must be the one. I have not seen that report. Are you 
of it? In any event, O'Maley told me that the report 
an interview with a Dallas police officer whose first 
Kenneth. O'Maley could not recall his last name a^Tl 
through the volumes and cannot come up with an officer 



first name is 
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a name. 
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This Kenneth 



so this 
aware 
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've gone 
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may have a file that 

claims he "let" Ruby in 
because he knew Ruby and the question never entered this cop 
mind that he sjumidi^t let himj> As O'Maley pointed out to me 
security was very "lax" then and 
would never occur today. 

' I'rfi uncertain as to what all this really adds up to 
but that is all he told me. I hope to be in touch with him 
agj\*n and if you can think of any questions I can ask him, 
let me know. 



do 



you 



I do 
in the 



hope 

near 



that you 
future . 



are feeling well and I'll be in touch with 



Bes.t , 
Hal 



